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The California Postsecondary Education Commiasion 
was created by the Legislature and the Governor 
in 1974 as the successor to the California Coordi- 
nating Council for Higher Education in-order to 
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beyond high school. As a state agency, the 
Coamission is responsible for assuring- i:hat the 
State's resources for postsecondary education are • 
utilized effectively and efficiently; for jpromot- 
ing diversity, innovation, and responsiveness to 
the needs of students and society; and for advis- 
ing the Legislature and the Governor on statewide 
educational policy and funding. 

The Commission consists of 15 members. Nine 
represent the general public, with three each 
appointed by the Speaker of the Assembly, the 
Senate Rules Committee, and the Governor. The 
other six represent the major educational systems 
of the State, 

The ' Conmission holds regular public meetings 
throughout the year at which it takes action on 
staff studies and adopts positions on legislative 
proposals affecting postsecondary education. 
Further information about the Commission, its 
meetings, its. staff, and its other publications 
may be obtained from the Commission offices at 
1020 Twelfth Street, Sacramento', Calitornis 
95814; telephone (916) 445-7933. 
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IMPLEMENTATION OF BUDGET ACT LANGUAGE 
■ TO REDUCE STATE APPORTIONMENTS TO 
COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICTS BY $30 MILLION 



BACKGROUND ■ • , 

In response to language in the 1982-83 Budget Act, this "P°^t com; 
ments on actions taken by the. Board of Governors and the Chancellor s 
Office of the California Conmunity Colleges to implement the Budget 
Act's $30 millionSeduction in ^State apportionments for Community 
Colleges, in 1982-83. 

This reduction was based on Commission" recommendations contained in 
Student Charges, Student Financial Aid, and Access to Postsecondar^ 
m^o^ '^ch -EhTT^-mmission prepared in response to Ass^^^ly 
Concurren t Resolution 81 (Hart, 1982). In its report, the Commission 
recommended that, in-order to avoid establishing a permanent statewide 
Community College fee for 1982-83, the Community Colleges should 
.restru.-ture the funding of certain elements of their curricula. 
Specifically, the Commission sought greater uniformity among Commimity 
College districts in the l«.vels of public subsidy and student fees 
"for avocational. recreational, and personal development courses. In 
addition, ,the Commission enraged the legislature to , rant authorxty 
to the Board of Governors to establish explicit State funding pri- 
orities within Community College course offerings. 

Acting on these Commission recommendations, in the 1982-83 Budget Act 
the Legislature directed that: - " 

The Board" of Governors of the California Community Col- 
leges shall develop policies and guidelines fro« the 
options identified below to reduce state apijertionments 
to community college districts by at least $30 millioa la 
1982-83: , - 



a. 



b. 



Identify' .those noncredit courses ineligible foe 
state apportionments under Sections 84640.5 and • 
84641*of the Education Code; . 

Identify those avocational, recreational, and personal 
development courses, whether offered for credit or 
noncredit, that are offered more appropriately as 
comnunity service classes and should not receive 
state apportionments; or 

Identify those adult and community education courses, 
whether offered for ctedit or noncredit, which will 
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receive state apportionments at a lower rate of 
subsidy per ADA. 

On the basis of these policies and guidelines, the chancel- 
lor's office shall, 'for computational purposes, estimate 
the number of 1981-82 credit and noncredit ADA affected. 
■For the purT)oses of Education Code Section 84620, the 
chancellor ' s-crffice- sha-H- subtract -this-amount of ADA -and 
base revenues associated with that ADA, before performing 
the computations specified in Education Code Sections 
84605 through 84609. Such, reductions shall total at 
least $30 million in state apportionments and shall not, 
under any circumstances, be based on a. proportionate 
reduction of apportionments to all community college 
districts. 

The chancellor shall consult with CPEC during the develop- 
ment and prior to the implementation of the provisions oi 
this section-. The chancellor shall report to the Legis- 
lature by August 15, 1982 oh implement-ation of thxs 
section. 

In addition, CPEC shall submit a report to the legislar 
ture on the implementation of this section by no later 
than September 15, 1982. (Chapter 321, Statutes of 
1982). . % 




ACTIONS OF THE* BOARD OF GOVERNORS 
AND THE CHANCELLOR'S OFFICE 

In implementing the required reductions, the Board of Governors and 
the Chancellor's Office chose to utilize the second of the three 
options presented by the Legislature. The criteria and procedures 
that it utilized in identifying the avocational, recreational, and 
personal development courses that should be offered as com^^^tj 
Lrv i Le Llas^ e ^ a.c d e ^crib ed-ift-^il in t h a Cha nc-el-lo r ' s nffi re 
publication. The Deletion of Selected Credit and Noncredit 
From The Cu rrT^lum , which is attached, as Appendix A. The Board 
rnio^ list of courses to be moved from State support to a community 
services basis is included as Appendix B.<. -While the title of the 
report to the Legislature implies that the avocational, recreational, 
Ind personal development courses identified by the Board of Governors 
may no longer be offered by colleges, these courses may still be 
offered by colleges in the community services area on a fee-support 
basis. 

Despite the short time available to the Board to "ach its decision 
both the Board and Chancellor's Office made a substantial effort to 



involve Coo-Dunity College persoanel in J.^^^P"^^^^" °f^'J^^^ 

deletion list. Due to the initial lack of 1981-82 course data, tne 
BoaS' s actibn was necessarily inexact in terms of expected apportion- 
menrrcductions. Preliminary estimates from district reports, i^^dica^e 
SoSever, that the resulting course list will secure the '^eces.sary $30 
million reduction through the elimination of State support for these - 
avocational, recreatlonalr and personal development courses . • 

Both politically and administratively, the task given to the Board of- 
Governo^rs was difficult and largely thankless, ^ether or not one 
agrees with each element of the Board's actions, the Board, the 
Chancellor's Office, and the Community Colleges deserve recognition 
for acting promptly and responsibly in meetiag the legislative mandate 
for the $3/n,illio^reduction. Yet, in many ways the Board's action 
must be seen as only the necessary first step in the difficult process ^ 
of clearly defining State priorities for funding instruction at the 
Community Colleges. The Legislature's action was more than a o^^e-time 
mandate caused by a severe State budget crisis. It ref. acted long- 
held legislative concerns about the proper role,. mission, function, 
and funding ojE the California- Community^ Colleges W^^^^, th\$30'. 
million amount was dictated by fiscal exigency, the mandate was- 
designed specifically to produce greater long-run uri^Eormity and . ^ 

clearer priorities in State support for Community College- offerings 
Significantly,- the Legislature categorically rejected" the notion of 
an across-thl-board budget cut to reach the $30 million target reduc- 



tioii« 



At the same time, the elements of the Board's f ^P°f 
viewed as providing a long-term, solution to legislative concerns. 
Mention has ba^w^made- already of the difficulties m terms of time 
a^rSaL whicfc^nfronted the^Board. Moreover, the Board ---^H^^ 
undertaking several long-range planning activities that ^l^o"!^ P^^^^f 
a more coi,rehensive basis for establishing 5°!^"/%°^. ^^'^'^h^L 
College mission, State' funding priorities; and student fees . These 
activities include the development of both ^^^"Jt^^^eflcy ?lan for 
establishing student fees (as recommended in the Commission s ACR «1 
report) knd'a long-range finance plan to , restructure. State support 
i.r thP Community Colleges. The Board's recent act.-.on s the $^0 
million budget reduction eyentually should b^iwe^^T^^ 
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ling-term recommendations for changes in policy and financing mecha- „ 
nisms likely to stem from these important projects. 



PROCEDURES FOR CALCULATING REDUCTIONS 

After Board action on the list of courses to be deleted from State 
support, the Chancellor's Office requested all- districts to^ report 
the amount of average daily attendance (ADA) generated in such courses 
during the 1981-82 fiscal, year. It then used these reports to make 

-3.-/0 ^ 



the estimated apportiomnent reductions on a district-by-diPtrict 
basis that are indicated in'the Chancellor's Office report in Appendix 
A As a percentage of total district revenues, these estimated 
reductions range from 0.59 to 6.03 percent. Statewide,, they total 
$29.2 million, or 2.04 percent of the Community Colleges -total 
revenue. Currently' these reported figures are being reviewed by the 
Chancellor's Office staff in light of detailed 1980-81 course infor- . 
mation developed by the Course Classification System. The Chancel- 
lor's Offi.ce staff indicates that this resolution process should 
result in reductions reaching the mandated $30 million figure. 

In apportioning the reductions'; the Chancellor's Office. will remove 
the identified number of ADA for each district from the district s 
base revenues using its marginal (two-thirds) cost rate rather than 
its average cost rate. The Chancellor's Office staff chose the 
marginal rate for at least three reasons: First, it lessens the 
fiscal impact of the reductions .for those district which have rela- 
tively few avocational,- recreational, or personal development courses 
offered for State support. Second, it requires that a larger number 
of ABA be identified statewide to reach the $30 million target, and 
thus meets the legislative mandate for the establishment- of State- 
level priorities more completely. -Third and finally, in view of the 
previous lack of explicLtly-stated State funding priorities jnd the 
fact that all of the designated courses w^re eligible for 1981-82 
funding, it appears to be the most equitable measure with which to 
make the base revenue reductions. 

Should the $30 million figure not be reached as the ADA reductions 
are completed by this method, the Chancellor's Office staff will 
either develop a Secondary apportionment reduction mechanism or 
expand the list, of courses to be removed from State support. As 
noted above, such^ actions^are not likely to be required, but at the 
Julv Board of Governors meeting several Board members argued against 
the secondary reduction strategy. They stated that because the 
Legislature had given the Board responsibility for making the $JU 
million reduction, the Board should expand the list of courses to 
reach the required reduction based on statewide priorities rather 
than having individual districts identify courses without Statewide 
ddrreetd-on-: ~ ~ 



CRITERIA FOR COURSES TOBE DELETED • 

The Chancellor's Office staff developed the 'following six criteria 
for idenUfying the courses to be moved to the community services 
area: 

a Courses which fall within the mean^ 

l^^^^~^fHiP J^ndget bill which, expresses, legisla tive 



intent . That language refers to "avocational,^ 
recreational, and ..personal development" courses. 

Courses which do not appear to assist the. community 
colleges- in fulfilling their mission described as 
follows in the Master Plan for Higher Educatio n; 

Education Code 66701" Public coramunitY. colleges 
shall offer instruction "fekrough but not beyond the 
second .year : of college. ^'^These institutions may 
grant the associate in arts 'and the associate m 
science degree. Their program may include but shall 
not be limited to: standard collegiate courses for 
transfer to other institutions; vocational and 
technical fields' leading to employment; general or 
liberal arts courses; and community services. 
(Enacted by Stats. 1976, Ch. 1010.) . ' 
y " ^ 

Coufses in which ' students enroll' for significantly 
greater private than public - interest and also which 
appear to have been designed to serve private rather 
than public interest. 

.This criterion attempts to distinguish those course 
offerings which students pursue for purposes of 
achieving an educational objective such a§ a degree 
or certificate from those offerini^ which attra'cf a 
large number of casual students, part-time or others 
wise, enrolled for the purpose of recreation or 
self-interest. / , . ^ , 

Self-help , avocational , and recreational courses 
which are not a required component of an academic or 
vocational program -which has been approved b^ the 
Chancellor's Office in accordance with the provisions 
of Title 5, Sections 55000 and 55130 . ' 

Courses the deletion of which will not inhibit a 
- ^5 Hege ' t .— resp6nse- feo • th e n eed&^f— local -business 
and industry . 

This criterion has been included to ensure and 
safeguard the maintenance of merging curricula which 
are expressly designed -to meet the needs of business 
•^and industry, respond to plant closures, and signifi- 
cantly aid in the reduction- xjf unemployment. 

Courses in which students , other than regular students, 
nnght enroll for self-help , avocational , or recreationa 
purposes~and which should be offered on • fee basis. 
(Board of Governors, 1982, .pages 4-5). 



It zeneial, these criteria served to implement the intent of the 
l6Sis.latively mandated $3'0' million reduction. They wer.e not suf- 
fiSently specific, however, to be. useful without a 8"at deaU^f 
further 'clarification and interpretation. Thus the Cha^cell^ s 
Office staff was forced to review individual course descriptions in 
deyeloping the course list for deletion from State i^^^^^- These 
decisions were based on staffs judgments as to the "aVocational, 
recreational, or personal development" nature of the course a? well 
as its-relatiye priority for State funding. 

Clearly ''such 'determinations are complex. Given the short time in 
which the Board of Governors was required to act, it was impossible 
for the- Cha'ncellor's. staff to review .all Community College course 
offerings and evaluate each course in light of the prescribed/criteria. 
Because of this fact, tWs year's reductions should be vi^ed as a 
first step to more long-range program priorities. There is stiii a 
need as noted in the Commission's report on the Implementation of 
the California Community ^ Colleges Course Classif icatign System, for 
thi Board of Governors to\develop more explicit policies as to tne 
purposes, scope, and suppolrt. of community service classes and to 
develop, more explicit State-lev^l priorities for community college 
funding. (California Postsecondary Education Commission, 1982a, pp.. 
'18, 22). ' ' • 

The Chancellor's Office report notes the difficulty °f .^^t e mining, 
which courses are avocational, recreational, or personal development 
. in nature. Clearly students enroll in individual courses with a 
variety of educational objectives. Thus a course which serves a 
transfer function for one student may be purely avoca^tional for 
another. The problems, associated With assessing studeut objectives 
made it impossible to uSe such distinctions for this year s reductions. 
In its recommendation that the Board adopt a fee contingency plan, 
however, the Coaoission suggested that the Board consider'dif ferent.al 
fee policies based on student matriculation in a program of study or 
some other' measure of student intent beyond course characteristics 
For purposes of long-range planning and the establishment of State 
priorities and student charges, more explicit criteria will be needed. 



"DELETION OF REAL ESTATE COURSES 

f 

Perhaps 'the most controversial aspect of the Board of Governors' 
action has' been' the deletion from State s^PPort of .real estate 
courses except those courses designed to lead to the sales licen^se 
Typically, real estate courses in Community Colleges are -of three 
types : t, 

1. A "Real Estate Principle's" course that prepares students to take 
* ' the examination for a real, estate sales licens'e. 
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2. A designated block of six additional courses that are required 
for students wishing to secure' a broker's license and are par. of 
real estate associate degree and certificate programs. 

*3. "Other real estate courses that are offered for continuing educa- 
tion or elective credit purposes. 

Under the Board's actibn, only the first coursfewill be eligible for 
continued State support. It ^is estimated, tha^^ the reductions m 
State support for the other two types of courses will constitute 
between $3 million and $4 million- of the^equired $30 million. 

The reason for deleting real estate courses ' beyond the entry level 
course is described by the- Chancellor ' s Office as follows: 

•The rationale for including real estate courses on the 
deletion list was^^that the community colleges tradition- 
ally prepare .student!! -for entry level occupations. The 
entry level in the case of real festate is the sales 
license. Normally, the course entitled "Real Estate . 
Principles" is the course taken in preparation for writing 
the examination for the sales license. After obtaining 
the sales license and entering the field of real estate, 
some persons seek additional courses to prepare for the 
broker's license. Since the persons who enroll J:^°^e 
additional courses are usually employed in their field, 
«0d sinde the purpose far taking such courses are up- 
grading, income enhancement, and personal and professional 
development, it was felt .that such courses should be 
offered on a fee basis. Although similar arguments could 
be advtaced for the inclusion on the deletion list of 
.jt^courses in. law- enforcement and fire science, it was felt 
t'that because such cqurses normally do not involve a two- 
' tiered licensing process and they enhance the public 
safety .they should be accorded a higher priority for 
State -funding. (Program Evaluation and Approval Unit, 
1982, Vage 15). 

Real estate proponents argue that" most real estate courses are clearly 
occupationa^in nature and are required or elective parts of approved 
degree programs within the Community College curriculum. As such, 
they contend, the courses should be exempt from the legislative 
mandate to designate ^'avocational , recreational, and personal develop.- 
ment" courses- for reduction. * tr 

The rationale cited in the Chancellor's Office report clearly extends 
to occupations other than law enforcement and fire science - amoD|g 
,them, accounting,, secretarial services, banking and finance, and 
hotel management - where the curriculum is structured for career 
■ advancement or professional development as well as entry into the 
field. A more comprehensive examination is needed of the distinction 



between entry- level and career-advancement courses ^o^^/^^^^^S and 
student fee purposes beyond this year. If policies on State subsidies 
or student fees are to be based on such career-level distinctions, 
they should be generally applicable. The Board's fee contingency 
plan and long-range finance plan should examine this issue for the 
curriculum as a whole rather than for real estate as a single subject 



area. 



In the meantime, action is needed to assure that students enrolled in 
real estate degree programs receive academic credit for the """e^ 
moved to a ^support basis. Real estate is the only degree program 
which has been moved wholesale to the community services area, in 
terms of equity to students currently enrolled in it, academic credit 
should be available for those students pursuing degree objectives. 
The Chancellor's Office has indicated its support for special legisla- 
tion of this kind. 

The Commission endorses this approach rather than an alternative of 
legislative intervention to reinstate the real estate courses to the 
credit program. Not only would that action reduce ^he $30 million 
budget reduction by $3 to 4 million- thereby requiring the Board of 
Governors to identify additional course deletions to compensate for 
real estate program, it would have several further repercussions: 

• In terms of timing, it would mean mid-year restructuring of 
real-estateWourses from community service classes to credit 
classes and from fee support to State support. Colleges have 
planned their fall schedules and fee policies in compliance with 
the Board of Governors decision. Mid-year corrections would 
require record-keeping conversions and fee refunds to students 
currently enrolled. 

• In terms of authority, the legislative mandate to the Board of 
Governors to implement the $30 million reduction required the 
Board to establish explicit-State priorities for funding. Although 
individuals and special interest groups may disagree with specific 
elements of the course list developed by the Board, the Board 
clearly was acting within its legislative authorization During 
its discussions on the course list, the Board was closely divided 
on the real estate' issue and discussed other courses and program 
areas for inclusion in the list. Despite time constraints the 
Board made a thoughtful and responsible decision. Legislative 
reversal would weaken the Board's responsibility for planning and 
leadership within the system. 

• Finally, in terms of politics, such action would encourage other 
groups, such as instructors .in home economics, physical education, 
and fine arts, to seek additional legibxatiye exemption from th^ 
course list.' The Board of Governors .iould remain the proper 
body for making statewide program priority decisions. 



EFFECT ON THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE'S MISSION 

The Chaacellor's Office has beea somewhat arabigious in its assessment 
of the impact of the $30 million reduction on the 
" of the Community Cdlleges. In-thc agenda item presented to the Board 
of Governors at their July meeting, the staff assessed the impact of 
the budget language reduction in the following terms: 

There is no clear mandate in the 1982-83 budget language 
to decrease services, or to eliminate certain individuals 
from eligibility for services. The mandate speaks es- 
sentially to an identification of those avocational, 
recreational, and personal development courses that are 
offered more appropriately as community services courses 
and that should not receive state apportionments. The 
remediation mission of the community colleges is left 
intact. The removal of courses from the credit area. 
> which should be more appropriately offered as cgramunity 
services classes strengthens the general, transfer and 
occupational functions of the community cdlleges by 
ensuring that only courses at the collegiate level are 
offered for credit. '(Board of Governors, 1982, page 7). 

Nonetheless, the Chancellor's Office report "P^^^^^/^^PP^^^^f/ 
presents a fa'f more gloomy picture of the impact of the Board s 
action on Community College mission: 

One of the major distinguishing features of the California 
Community Colleges has been the flexibility and rapidity 
with which they could provide tuition-free education to 
meet emerging local needs, especially to educationally 
and financially disadvantaged students. In some measure, 
that flexibility has been reduced by the imposition of 
the list of courses to be deleted from the credit and 
noncredit programs. While it is true that many of the 
deleted courses may be offered as fee-based community 
^ services classes, access to those classes will be reduced 
because many persons will be unwilling or unable to. pay 
the required fee. Unfortunately, the transfer of courses 
from state support to user fee will most likely bear most 
heavily on those least able to pay. Ttus, although the 
range of offerings of the^Colleges should remain sub- 
stantially the same, in terms of the traditional flexi- 
bility of response to local needs, and in terms of access- 
to free public education for educationally and econo- 
mically disadvantaged students , 'the mission of the Community 
College will have b.een affected. (Program Evaluation and 
Approval Unit, 1982, page 16). 
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Several assertions in this latter statement . should not go unchal- 
lenged. First, it is doubtful that the elimination of avocational 
photography, pet care, conversational foreign language for travellers, 
private pilot's grouild school, sailing, and disco dance S^^will most 
liiety bear most heavily on those least able to pay." The Chancellor's 
office report provides no empirical evidence to support this claim. 
Second, the hallmark of the Community College mission may be the - 
rapidity with which they can provide "tuition free education to meet 
emerging local needs", the nature of such needs should be examined in 
the light of statewide priorities. 

Also warranting scrutiny is the assertion in the Chancellor's Office 
report that the' Community College transfer program has been damaged 
(p. 14): 

Because no sure measure of studon?" tent could be in- 
cluded in the preparation of the ed course list, and 
since transferability proved to b. _ unsound criterion, 
and since the marginal courses- alone would not have 
produced the required savings, it was necessary to in- 
clude ''on the list a large number of courses which have 
traditionally baen offered in colleges and universities, 
which transfer to the four-year colleges, and which are 
offered by universities in the other segments of public 
higher education in California. An anomalous situation 
has been ' created in which some courses which can no 
•longer be offe'red for credit for apportionment in the 
Coamunity Colleges continue to be offered at public - 
expense for credit in the University of California and ■ 
the California State Universities. 

Certainly it is true that many of the courses appearing on the reclas- 
sification list can be used for transfer to four-year institutions, 
but the assumption that the Community Colleges are being mistreated 
because some of these courses continue to be publicly supported at 
other public institutions is overly simplistic for several reasons: 

• First, many of the courses identified by the Board of Governors 
are offered by the University of California and the California 
State University through their extension division on a tuiiy 
fep-supported basis. 

• Second, students enrolled in State supported credit courses in 
■ the other public segm^ts are fully matriculated and pay signi- 
ficant fees to enroll e^ch year. 

• Third, even with the reductions imposed by the Board's action, 
the level of student activity in such courses represents a tar 
greater proportion of the instructional activity m the Community 
Colleges than in either of the other public segments. 
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. • Finally, the financing mechanisms for the Community Colleges 
which are based on student contact hours rather than units of 
academic credit, provide a far greater proportionate level of 
support for physical education and fine arts workshop courses . 
than at fae other public segments. For example, a one-unit 
physical education course meeting three hours per week would 
represent only one-fifteenth of a full-time . equivalent FTh) 
Undergraduate student load at the University or the State Universi-. 
ty, based upon a 15-unit load per full- time equivalent (FTE) 
stident. The same course would generate one-fifth of an average 
daily attendance (ADA) at the Community College, however, because 
the three weekly class hours represent a larger proportion a 
student's load based upon student contact hours. 

Clearly the list of specific physical education and fine arts courses 
identified by the Board of Governors is somewhat "^itrary .nd repre 
sents negotiations with practitioners in these areas. One could 
question why badminton was included while racquetball , bowliag and 
golf were not. Nonetheless, the point of the Co-iun^sion' s ACR 81 
Recommendation and subsequent legislaton was not directed to the 
transferability of specific courses to four-year 
rather to the differential' proportion of State-supported Community 
CoUege instruction to be found among districts in such ^vocational, 
recreational, and personal develdpment courses and to the large 
Jrojortion of these courses statewide. As the Commission noted m 
its ACR 81 report (pp. 23-24): 

in many districts, personal development, recreational, 
and avocational courses such as jogging, surfing, jazz- 
ercise, needlepoint, and ballroom, dancing, are offered 
for crUit at the average credit rate of $1,930 per ADA 
with no user fees. In other districts, these same subjects 
are off-ered as noncredit courses at the $1,100 per ADA 
noncredit rate with no fees. In still other districts, 
such subjects are offered as community service classes 
and charge student fees. Given limited resources, such 
funding and student charges inequities cannot be permit- - 
ted to continue. Furthermore, physical education courses 
currently coirtprise nearly 9 percent of the statewide 
Community College total credit workload and ^ine and 
applied arts courses comprise' an additional 10 pefcent. 
In effect, approximately one out of ever/ five credit ADA 
funded by the State in 1981-82 stemmed from enrollment in 
either physical education or fine and applied arts courses. 
While these disciplines are part of any well-balanced 
liberal arts curriculum, the majority of students enrolled 
in such courses are enrolled for only one or two courses 
per term and are not taking the courses as part of any 
certificate or degree program. ! 
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The Conmission believes that the heavy .concentration of 
student enrollment and resulting State apportionment 
payments in recreational and avocational courses which-- 
yield primarily personal benefits represents a serious 
imbalance in. the use of limited . State resources for 
undergraduate instruction. Moreover, the Conmission 
believes that a significant portion of the current course 
activity in these areas could be offered more appropriately 
as community services classes on a fee-support basis. 

There may be alternative mechanisms other than identifying specific 
course titles to deal with this issue (such as a move to FTE fundi-ng 
or some control of the relative proportion of State-funded instruction 
in these areas). Yet, there is no evidence th;«t the $30 million 
reduction actions taken by the Board of Governors ^has harmed the 
transfer function of the colleges seriously. \ 



CONCLUSION 



\ 

\ 



The course reclassification actions by the Board of Governors and the 
Chancellor's Office have dealt forthrightly with the concerns expressed 
by the Conmission in its ACR 81 report and by legislators during 
budget deliberations. As such, they represent a positive and pro- 
ductive first step in the process of delineating more tlearly btate- 
level priorities for funding. 

The following points 'summarize Commission findings with respect to 
the implementation of the $30 million budget reduction in the Cali- 
fornia Community Colleges: 

• In general, the criteria developed by the Chancellor's Office and 
the Board of Governors comply with the legi^ative mandate to 
identify avocational, recreational, and personal development 
courses to be mcved to community services. The criteria should 

■be reviewed, however, in light of other long-range planning 
efforts currently underway. 

« Despite the title of the Chancellor's Office report to the Legis- 
lature on Deletion of Selected Credit and Noncredit Courses trom 
the Curriculum , the Commission did not recommend, nor the Legis- 
Titure mandate deletion- of the identified courses from the. curricu- 
lum. Rather, the recommendation and mandate were to move such 
courses from State-support to a fee-support basis in the community 
services area. 

• The use of the marginal rate to make reductions in district base 
revenues was not specified in budget act language. Its use 
serves, however, to implement the policy objectives of the budget 
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reduct.on and is consistent with legislative direction giving the 
Chancellor some flexibility in implementing the required budget 
reductions . 

. The rationale fox including the real estate program within the 
course reclassification action should be reviewed with respect to 
"its applicability to other occupational programs within the 
context of the Board's development of fee contingency and finance 
plans. In the meantime, however, temporary legislative action 
needs to be taken to allow students enrolled in 
degree programs to receive academic credit for real estate courses 
required for their degrees. 

• There is no evidence to support the contention that the movement 
of the identified avocational, recreational and personal develop- 
ment courses to the community services area will bear most heavily 
on economically disadvantaged students .. 

. Even with the -course recl..-...:cations, the relative proportion 
of State-supported instructional workload in physical education 
and fine arts disciplines remains greater at the 
than at the other public segments. This fact, as well as segmental 
differences in financing mechanisms for such courses .should be 
considered when evaluating the Chancellor's Office assertion that 
Community Colleges are being treated unfairly with respect to 
such "transfer" courses. 

. The Board of Governors should continue to be the body responsible 
for implementing specific State-level program priorities within 
the California Community Colleges. 

The Board's and Chancerior's Office actions certainly afe dot the 
.final word on Corununity College mi? ion, function, and priorities. 
As one Board member stated during the Board s ' 
legislative mandate for the $30 million- reduction in Community College 
instructional offerings necessitated some arbitrary short-term judgments 
about relative State priorities without the benefit of more compre- 
hensive disc^^^^^^ of long-term Community College missions -d ™as 
Such discussions should be reflected in the Bo Ad's P"P°"1%\*^; 
this fiscal year regarding the fee contingency plan ^nd long range 
finance program. 
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REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE: , 
THE DELETION OF SELECTED CREDIT AND 

NONCREDH COURSES FROM THE < 
CALIFORNIA .COMMUNITY COLLEGE CURRICULUM 

Introduction 

?n MntofV directed the 70 Califonria conmunity college <lT.stricts w 
"to fJ^ring cfrtltn subjects as credit or s^J^J-^^^J^S^t^Xfe^^ 
courses. Districts had the option of fnoving such courses to the ree 
sifpported connunity services category. 

Of irerginal courses have been dropped. 

TK- ^.i-fion of courses from the credit and nohcredit program in 
conmunity colleges are the. subjects of this report, 
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Background . 
Th4 Course Claasification Systm 

AB 8 (Chapter 282, Statutes of 1979) required the Chancellor of the 
California Coninunity Colleges to conduct a study and prepare policy 
rJciraSSdationTon the deSmination of credit and noncredit courses A 
bJS^y based advisory conmittee was 'establi shed for that purpose and . 
Hinil report was published in July 1980 ("Credit and Noncredit Courses- 
?n tSe California cbmminity Colleges: A Report to the) Legislature"). 
The two major accomplishments of the advisory comnitt^e ^ej!. ^° ^^y. 
the definitions of credit and noncredit courses, and to establish a 
cltssifiJition system for all courses offered by communis colleges. 

The course classification system proposed in the Credit and Noncredit ^• 
report HI adopted in principle by the Board o^fiove^"°"J3^«\*^l.„^ff.^ 
iaTIssJed. iS November 1981. ^it was formally ncorporated into regula- 
tions, with slight modifications, as Section 55001 of Title 5^of the 
California Administrative Code. The system is shown m Appendix A, 

In 1981 'the Legislature adopted AB 1626 and A8 1369 'as the .fundi ng vehicles 
for ?hl col^niiy colleges / AB 1369 amended Section 84603 of the Education 
Code to »*eflect the following mandate: ' > , 

S46QT. (a) The Legislaturt. hereby finds and declar^ that 
i-ha Board of Govemovb of -ihe California Canmmtty CalUges 
luiapUd in Hovember 1980, a program elasaifxeaticn eyatm. 

(h) The Board of Governors of, the Cali forma Camumty 
Colleges shall collect data on all programs, courses, and - - 
claases offered by cprmmity colUge distrxcts tn ihe W1^3 
fiscal Jar in both credit and ncnaredyt modes and the Board 
ofGovelu^rs shall develop cUseificaHori ^^^^Tr^j^^J^J^ 
establish unifomity of elassificatton -of aredvt <md roncredzt 
modes awng all districts by ^^Vy 1, 1982. 

(c) Th^ Chancellor of'ihe California Comrumty Coneges 
stuzll collect infornaHon on course cffervngs 
loch cormtmity college: disirici bc^ed on the program classxfxr 
cation system adapted by the Board of (kjverners. . 

(1) The Chancellor shall report thte tnfomatton to 
the California Fostsecondary EducaHon Camtssi'On otuLXo 
the Legislature by March 2, 1982. ' . . 

n) The California' Pogtsecondary Educaiton Conntssttn. 
shall revieu the infermiion collected and adozee ^ . 
Leaislaturt uith regard to the accuracy and umfozmtty of 
the infomaticn by April 1, 1982. The '^'^.l^^^J^^^ 
/ assist the Chancellor in monxtonng the colljotxon of 

-/ the information and determining the famat for presenia- 

- ■ tion. 

tn October 1981, community colleges were asked to classify all credit 
Slllwo^^Jad amounted to almost 500,000,000 student contact hours. 
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The report indicated that "52% of the total student "ntart hours were in 

id ^airrs^ff i^e^issf s?sinr?o^^^^^^^^^^^ ^ 

tVu^s SSJigned to p?ov?S students with job entry skills Together 

™Sin s?liS? contSct^burs were generated by courses P^ysi" ' 
eS^a^ion Td f5Se and.appUed arts Some 9b^«:::;?" f 2?riSl2 
concentration as an imbalance in the community coHege curriculum. 



■a 

Aaamblif Conaurr*n6 Rasdluiion 61 



4 



■ ohuaical educatiorC courses currently compHse nearly ^ - 
'pe^V^ iT^ieuide O^^ty College p tat cn^dri ^r^od 

r«3T« oppu^ ^ '^:rvr::t ^ ^^^^ >«^^ 

direct bearing on cojnnuntty colleges. It reails as tonoMS. 
BEComamlim i. m state sAouW, «staM<s>t «iplic« 

-kMt haae greatest Sixitt prioriig. 

S.I To assure that anlif those pr^^^s or c^^^^^ ' 

greatest State pricHty «f^«J<*^^,^^J'VS^e^t Sistrtette, " 
Imiitable support rates for etmvlar ^^fS^Iop 

personal devetopnent courses should b* offered as comiunvvy 
classes on a 3 elf- supported basts. . 
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RECCMMEltDAIIOlt 6.1' ' StaU apporiiaments. should be rtducad by 
• approxtjnaitly $Z0 miUion io, fleet fxpeahad aaoinga from vapU- 
mtntaium af RtGonneitdaHon $.1. * 

Th€ Chancellor's dffice opposed these recommendations on the grounds that 
thty would have to be iinplenented without adequate planning time and did not 
ilTJJIor consideration of the local district-by-d strict jyact of change. 
If innediate short-term reductions were necessary in .1982-83, the 
OhanSno? argued, -then the most realistic and 
means must be to allow- the Board of Gov^jrwrs JJ^ th* Chancellor s 
Office the broadest discretion possible tn considering options. 

It is important to consider the context in which the CPEC i^coiraendation^ 
were made^ Essentially, the Coiiinission recomnended against the imposition 
Sfltatewide! mandatory cobiuiity college fees for fiscal year 1982-83, . 
and S S a?ternative7reconi4ndil that prior to the imposition of such 
a fe^ legis ative consideraf-on should be given to the reduction of 
staS sSp^rt for courses det d to be recreational . avocational or 
peJsonarSevelopment in nature. (An additional recommendation that 
SiJtHct reservS be .reduced w^s not approved b^ the Legislature.) 

A related CPEC reconwendation called for the development by the Board 
of Governors of a contingency plan for the imposition of student fees 
if the JStl'reconoraic iituatfon does not significant y improve during 
ihe SSrreSt fisSl year. The\oard of Governors has already estab ifhed,a 
sp^ufllitte^ b'oard to develop such a contingency olan and will be 
prepared to report its recoimiendations by December of Vnv. 



is year. 



Legislative Aation 

The Leoislature' adopted a modified version of the CPK reconinendation 
related to SSnes ?n June 1982. The Budget Bill . AB 21, directed that: 

The Socwdof Governors of the California Comrmity Colleges ^11 . 
^velov%Ucies cmd guidelines from the optzons f^f^f'-'f^X ,^, 
To^reiJe state appoAi^mrenis to ccmunity college dvstrzcts by at ^ 
' least $30 nilUon in 1982^Z: . _ 

a 'identify those nancredii courses inetigiUe stete, oppcj-- 
. Code; " .' ■ t ' ■ 

' b. Identify ihose avocationai recreatioml, and persorud d^etop- 

• ■ m^t c^5«s, whi^r offered for oredtt or ncrurredit J^p 
-Jr« offered more appmpviately as eemumtjf servzoe classes 

and should not receive state, apportionments; or y 

• c Identify those adult and comuKity educaHon courses MmtfiBr 
•■ offered for credit or rtoncredit, uhioh untl rgeetve state- 

■ apportionments at a 7oMr rate of subsidy per m. >■ ^ 

' On the basis of these policies and qUidelvHes, the ^J^ji]^'' 
Office shall, for computational purposes, estmate the Timber of 
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■ "iSc^^L section S46Z0, th. ^'^^''^fC^S^t^^^th 
^Za^tkis amount of ADA oM-baa^ r^^a ^^JJ^'f^^f 
^^DA Ufort p^Tforming the aomputations spenftjd -'.n Ed- 

^Tto^^UoBi iZQ million in siaU 'f^.^ 
sZu ZT;^Tany cit^Btarc^a. ba baaed on a ^^^V^T^f^^ 
^^^T^oJiommU to all oomunity ocllaga dva^ta. • • 

■ 'ThM ChancalloT ahall oonault.tjith CFEC durir^ -b^a ^'^JJJ^ «^ 
^.T^tt^lvlm^tation of tha provisiona of ^^^J^^^f^'^.^ 
?S' aZcallorahail T^povb to tha^ Cagtalaiura by Auguat IS. 1932 
on implatwniaiion of thia aaoiion. 

In addition, ^EC ahall submit a report to th* ^^^^^Z^ 
%rSpi^miaH^ of tUa aaotion by rc latsr than S4>ptmbar IS, 

Of th. th«. options contained^ '"XSt'S^'il^aJreftU'lt'S^tlSr' 

development courses which cou d appropriately oj^J'^^ 

1626 and AB 1369 of the n ne areas of i^J^J-'^PP^J;^/ nJpcredi t courses 

classts.^ 

Alternative (c). which ^^^r^' """^^Sj;?. ge''^^^^^^^ 

certain credit and noncredit "^o"^ .^J^l'^^JJ^^^JaJe ai^eared to be in- 

apportionment P^^^^^/lfbe a??Smo tthl^wuS J the^^^^^ limits 

the California Pos^secondar/ Education Cofimsston. 

The tiding by whi^je deletion of ^o-ses and the -b^iss^^ ihe^ 

report to the Leg slature was to be accompV^hed shou ^^^^ 

budget bill was signed on June 30. ^'"E'f"^^;^?^; credit »nd noncredit 

Board of Governors on July 16, 1982. The J^;;?; "I. ^ ^ gges in terms of 

courses imposed severe hardships upon the ^^"J^J^J^^g^ienent the 



tht n«CM$ary reduction in ADA and apportionments so that coneges_.g_ould_ 
be infomed about their 1982-83 income levels, which would enable them to 
coBplete their planning for the fiscal year which began July ]» ]982. 
MoSithstanding the exigencies of the current ^is^lo^Js is within the 
state, it should be stated that a course reduction of the kind mandated 
in the budget' bill should have been allotted much more time for planning 
and impleiiientation. The "emergency"., plan for.the deletion of credit and 
SSncrSitcourses inevitably contained some inconsistencies, inadequacies 
and inequities. 

♦ 

Preparation for Compliance with Mand ates in Budget Bill . * 

Esiablisking criitria 

Several criteria were anployed in determining which courses should be 
included on a preliminary list of courses that would be shifted to 
roitminifv ser'ices in order to achieve the required S30 million re-, 
Sol!^ ?Se crUerJa were in accord with the recent classification of 
cSSJseS implemented by the Chancellor's Office Mot all criteria 
are applicable to all of the courses identified by staff. 

The criteria for the selection of courses to be deleted from, the credit 
program were as follows: 

a Courses whi ch fall within the ineani nq of the proposed language of 
SrbSdqet bill which expresses leg slative .^^^^^^^ 
refers to "avocational, recre ational, and personal development . 
courses . 

b. Courses which do not appear t o assist the coninunity CQ^^ges 
• ^n fulfininq their mission described as f ollows .m tnella^er 
Man for higher l:ducatlon: ~- \ ] 

' -Education Code 66701' Public comomity colleges shill ' 
offer instruction through tub not beyond the second. year 
of college. These institutions may grant ^ ike associate 
in arts and the esaodate in sci&^e dapee. Thaxr 

' program nay include but shall not be lumted to-; 
• sttmdard collegiate courses for transfer to other tn- 
sHtutions; vocational and technical futUe leadtng to 
employment; general or liberal oris ^'^^^'^es; and con- 
^i^se^^es, (Enacted ^y State. 1976, Ck. 1010.) 

c ' Courses in which students enroll for s ignificantly greater 
nr v "' than Dubhr interest and a l^n wgidh appea'r jo have 
SS^M^T ^l.d'^tQ serve pri vate rather than pufchc inxeresi . 

This criterion attempts to distinguish those course offerings 
which students pursue iFor purposes o^-^cj^.^lj^^j ^ educa- 
tional objective such as a degree or certificate from those 
offerings which attract a large number of casua7 students, 
part-time.or otherwis'e, enmlled for the purpose of recreation 
♦ or self-interest. 
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-<*i-f.h*To ^avcc^tionalT-and -irecreat-iQna -V courses which are not 
. reodrej compon^t of an acadf«.^^ «r vocational prot^ ram wnich 



e. 



the orovisfons o^ Title jl ^Hons bbOOd and bsiiu . 

rn..^ ;< thg deletion of which will niot I nhibit a college's re- 
sponse to the needs of local business a nd Industry. 

This criterion has been included to ensure and sa^efuard jthe 
mintenance of energing curricula which ^'i^^^SPr^"^^ ^"'^^jj.^^s 
meet the needs of business and industry, respond to pUnt closures 
and significantry aid in the reduction of une»ploy»ent. 



e nroir-fo'r self-help! a vocaftlonai , or rc^' 
and which should be offered on a tee basis 



in which student s, other than r^^.l^r students, might 

^ ^ecreational purposes 



Develapmen^ of a list of coursea to deleted 

Early in June n.«nbers of the Chancellor's staff were ^^!:j<^^^S;fg?'** 
a Dreliminary list of recreational, avocational, and self-help courses 
JhiS a^pSsently being offered by conminity col eges " credit or 
noncredit courses and which could more appropriately be of Jei^^ as 
SSSity services classes on a self-supporti.:^ basis J^.^Je basis of 

arts"fit was found to be mom efficient to list more specific course 
titles. 

occ^TCs The Chancellor's Advisory Committee is comprised "^./^^^^^ 
«»nItJv« of students, faculty, administrators and trustees.- It is wis 

discussed and reviewed by this cofimittee. 

in adiition, -the list v.as discussed at statewide ^JJ^s of the Chief 
Ej(ecutiive Officers (Chancellors, Superintendents and Pr«si«n«; or 
^^^^dca^ districts It was also disseminated widely for field review 
^5% f iie St^SctiSLl officers and statewide and 1°" ^^f^'^JJJ^.^.^ 
senate presidents. Representative groups of physical ^^^J^in^r^ 

'c^rir^rjndTa u"t^?lrp^;5?d'ei"iruab1^ assistance. There was not. 
Zn?A opinion concerning the list of ^""'If .'J^^^^^^J^^J ^he 
attempt to achieve concensus on the various issues discussed wnn xne 
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field The meetings were extremely helpful in clarifying issues and 
misunderstandings and the list wa^ modified and amended in several 
■instances in response. to suggestions from the field. 

As staff collected sample data for 1981-82 on targeted courses, and 
compared them with the 1980-81 data on which the Course Classification 
Reoort. had been based, it gradually became evident that significant 
shifts- frtDm the credit program to coniminity services had jli^jdy occur- 
red last year. Therefore, staff ..had to add more courses to the early 
versions of the list in an attempt to reach the required $30 million 
reduction. 

Board of Governors Action 

On June 25 a preliminary list of courses be del eted f rom the cj^it 
and noncredit and noncredii programs was submitted to the Executive 
Coninittee of the Board of Governors along with explanatory inaterial 
concerning the development of that list. A public hearing was held. 
The Executive Connittee approved the list in Pnnciple and directed .he 
•Chancellor to continue its development and to submit it to the full 
Board at the next meeting. The preliminary list wnich was submitted. .o 
the Executive Committee is attached as Appendix B. 

f 

The final list of staff recommendations for courses to be .<»eleted from 
the crS t and noncredit programs of the community colleges is attached 
« aSix C That list^ai sent to the colleges in advance of approval 
by the Board of Governors to give colleges -the maximum oPPortunity to 
oreoare for the necessary deletions. The covering meruorandum warned 
?Sll^ls of the possibility of revisions which might be made by the 
Board. * 

The staff's list was submitted to the Board of Governors at its regular 
Meeting held n San Diego on July 16. Following discussion by the 
Sbe?l 0? the Board. pJblic testimony was heard ^'o^, ^PP^-J^JJJJ^Jy^^^ 
and one-half hours. Mkny. persons and interest groups P^J^sted the 
inclusion on the list of courses from their .specific areas. The Board 
Sei coSiSered seriatim- the recommended list.of courses to. be deleted^ 
AftSr lengthy discussion and by unanimous action the Board. of Governors 
adopted the following list of courses: 

LIS T OF COURSES TO 8E DELETED FP OM THE CREDIT PROGRAK , 
(As approved by the Board of bcvernors, 

1 Sinoie semester or single quarter conversational foreign languay 
• cJS SJilh have no prerequisite or which are designed for ' 
travelers. 
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2. private Pilot's Ground School*. 

3. Ham radio construction, operation, and licensure. J 

4 self-help W sewing and needlecraft courses* except a single intro- 
ductory course in clothing construction. 

5. self-help, specialized cooking courses* except a single introductory 
course in cultural foods. 

6 S«lf-helP courses ir. horae gardeaing; home livestock production; 
hme and appliance repair and maintenance; antique and furniture 
Jj^iJrreflni^Sing, and upholstering; and woodworking. - ^, 

7 Self-help courses in pet selection, care^and grooming: -j^ 

academic pr^aratlon, aptitudes, and interest. . 
„. The follo«in, Physical education cou««^ Wc^^^ 

U. TJ^fon»in, fin. arts c~ 

stained gl»-s; "1 iigrapny , wic Itudv and performance 
rrTane^-a??e!3rnlinS:^:erfnT4r:s JaSa. fr cinema without 
Significant classroom work, or academic content. 
M3. International study/travel courses. ■ 

14. Avocational photography. . . ^ 

,5. Courses related to specific. avocations. such as' sta«p or coin cot- . 
lecting. 

16. Genealoay. 

17. Real" estate courses except those courses (tesigned-to lead to the 
sales license. 

petition by Chancellor's Office. 
310-21 



COURSES TO BE DELETED FROM THE NOHCREDIT PROGR^I^ 

1. Lecture and forUm series except those designed specifically for older 
adults. 

2. Re-ll'censure courses. 

This final list incorporates several changes made by the Board to the 
staff prepared list shown in Appendix C. Physical education courses 
were added in jogging, figure and weight control, archery, and badminton. 
Relicensure courses were dropped from the deletion list. All of the 
changes made at the Board meeting to the staff list are shown in 
Appendix 0. 



Calculating the Deductions 

Upon receipt of "the lists of deleted courses from the colleges the returns 
were tabulated and the dollar deduction was calculated for each college 
an'for the state as a whole. Preliminary staff estimates based a^^^ 
random stratified sample of colleges v<ere that the i30 mi lion could be 
obtained through the deleted courses. As the display indicates, staff 
proj^Sons^e?e not far off the mark. The fetal statewide deduction ,s 
529,220,131. Because-staff has not had sufficient time tp check each 
college's list of deleted courses for accuracy, it |s estimated that 
furthlr analysis of the returns will increase the statewide d6dyct on 
to the required $30 million. Table 1 displays the preliminary estimated 
dollar aSunts of the deductions from the credit program and the non- 
credit program for each college, and the statewide totals Jhe column 
on the extreme right indicates the percentage the deduction is of total 
revenSe^o^^ach college. The statewide average loss in, revenue as a 
result of the course deletion is 2.04 percent. -The range of th^e 
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TABLE 1 



CALIFORNIA COHUNITY COLLEGES 
ESTIMATED REDUCTIONS TO 1982-83 BASE REVENUE 
PURSUANT TO PROVISION 11 OF HEM 6870-101-001 
BUOfiET ACT OF 1982 



HAflTNCLL 



KERH 
LAKE TAHOE 
LASSEN 



LONG BEACH 
LOS ANGELES 
LQS ftlOS 



maRIH 
HENOQCINO 
MERCEO 



r^If^A CdSlA 
MONTEPEY PENINSULA 
MT. SAW ANTONIO 
HT. SAN JACIMTO 
NAP A . 

NQWTH OPANGE ■ 
PAL OMAR . 
PALO VEROE , 

PASAOENA 

PERALTA 

RANCHO SANTIAGO 

qeowooos 



■ 

, District 


Deletion . 
fro« 
Credit 
Proqrw- 


ueduct* on 

froi 
Noncrcdit 

rrOgranl 


Total 
Deduction 


Ptrcsnt 
Deduction 
1s of Totil 

Rtvenut 


ALLAN HANCOCK 
ANTELOPE VALLEY 


m#347 


19,80.0 
0 


184,147 
55,344 
25,V2y 


U35 
0.87 
0 ,*<p ■ 


BARSTQW 

SUTTE * . 


2b/V«i*) 
471,713 
255,126 


0 

^,400 

0 


4^4,113 
255, 126 


4.23 
2.05 

2. or- 


CA6RILL0 

CHAPPEY 


22a! 949 
156,283 


0 

16,500 


— T727^0(r 
224,949 
172,783 


1.42 
1.67 

TTtrr 


eiruus . 

COACHCClLA'V^ACLEr 

COAST 
rnrtPTON 


206,849 

3,808/201 
206,500 


— tttwo 

167/200 

0 


274' 44y" 

5,975,401 
206,500 
83b,*f«l-" 


2.66 

TTttr- 


COnTRa COSTA 
EL CAHINO 


•• Wb,40l 

583,854 
817,965 


u 

0 
0 


583/854 
817,965 


2.01 
1.94 

TTTFr* 


PQQTHILL 

PREHONT neWahK 

GAVILAN 

GLENOALE 


244,860. 

eg< .rrii 


0 
0 


28/512 
244/860 

7b6fO/8" 


0.59 
1.91 
-37S3n 



122,757 
164/592 
«6,956 



0 

0 



36,288 
107/568 



— ffSTTTT 
2,455/968 
392,730 



TT 
0 
0 



0 

0 



122,757 
164/592 

36,288 
107/568 

— 851'71^ 
2*453/968 
592/730 



T2^f K 

93'31'2 
24 3,295 
231/2il 



0 

0 



278/817 
363/456 

7*/ 115. 
89 7,668 

366,744 
■ 7/776 
431,697 



0 

Sif, 100 

9,900. 

0 



137, yo5 
93,*IZ 
243,295 

278^817 
197/556 



- 9 
1, 100 

0 



a4'0t5 
497,668 
164,744 
«, ft 76 

431 ,697 



RIO HONDO 
RIVERSIDE 
■ aAOOLESACK 



1,490. 7tt4- 
607, 131 
322,/;-90 
181 ,008 
380,835 
854' 284 



IT 
0 
0 

IT 



607, 131 
322,490 



23^100 
0 



403,939 

»54f284 



2.67 

2.18 
2.46 



i.52 
0.78 

0. 9U 
2.55 
2.31 
2. 18 ' 
2*91 
1.44 

1. yi 
0.97 
1.88 • 

FT 



9.93 

1.56 



2.12 
3.20 
TTST 
2.85 
2.82 
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TABLE 1 . 
(conttnued) 

CALIFORNIA OGMWNITT COLLEGES 
ESTIMATO RaUCTT0^1982-a3 BASE REVENUE 
pSSSnTTO^ISION 11 n? 6870-101-001 
BU06ET ACT OF 1982 




DIstHct 

-SAN SERi^'Ai'OINO. 

SAH oieso 

ikH JOAQUIN 
SAN j09E 

HITS OttI3P0 

SAN MAieO 
3AMTA BAWARA 
aAMTA CLABITA: 

SANTA hONiCA 

agouoiAS 

|HA3TA« 
SIERRA 
SISKIYOU 
SOLANC 
SONOMA 

S OUTH COUNTY 
STAtE CSNTtLK 
SWeETWATER 

VENTURA 

VICTOR VALLEY 
WEST HILLS 
WEST KERN 



"WEST ValHiV" 
YOSEniTE 
YUBA 



Dtductton 
fro« -. 
Cr«d1t 
Prograi 

617*695 

3ao.6<»7 

264*670 
103*885 
8U#760 

iao#80<»- 

300*820 

223*342 
42*768 



dtductlon 

fra« 
Noncredtt 
Pr ogram 

0 
0 

66*000 



Total 
D eductton 

nS8.528 
617.695 
446.897 



P«rctnt 
Oeductlon 
is of Total 
Re venue 

2.14 
i.oS 
0.83 



'329*525 

547.316 
628* 500 

112.752 
123*120 



•5l7*«»0 
171.654 



0 
0 

0_ 

0 
0 

a 

o_ 

0 
0 

Id* 700 

9*900 

0^ 

17.600 
2.200 
0 



ftll*760 
L80.804 
6*656 

300.820 
25 4.034 

223*242 
»2*768 
177. TJ5^ 
494*979 
348*225 
3Tf7Tl5 

357 ..2 16 
828 1 500 
64.258 
U4.952 
123.120 



0 

4.MO0 

0 



STaTE TOTAL 



28*564*^41 



6^5". 600 



4d«.5«2 
322,200 
171 ,65M 
1^220.131 



2.34 
1 .20 
U03 



U59. 
2.53 



I .98 
J. 37 
1.82 
2.21 
1 .69 



r.53 

2. 62 
1.93 
1.16 
2.57 



1.53 
1 .^6 
2. OH 
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M-¥h0 ^kLil statewide savings, preliminary analysis indicates that 
5L^5^mtl y STrcent has bieS made in the subject-matter areas of 

p ;s1Sre5i'ca??oS aS5 fine arts. Further. Irta 'e^'as the 

of district-by-district and course reductions will be undertaken as the 

year .progresses . 



reviw 

additional reductions. 



Difficulties Encounteri ^ in Implementation 
Fm Hurginal Courses 

«««l 'r«S« fJn'd?S? bills. In thJ f|ce.of ^"-^"9 '"""^'ij^,. 
more marginal courses. '^[^^' ".^P'!!^!;,'^ such courses v^ere never 

an easy P'^"" ' .j^^^J^iLiSSa? Jr s2lf-develx>pment when a student 
become recreational, ^vocational , or sei-r oeve v^-^ avocational 

chooses to make it such. M*^!i"^"*Ll "J/^J^^^^^^^ even cal- 



interests ih courses such as '^l^tory. geu.««^, ^ i? fSVl^s that identi- 
^^^^^ »nl7 »onit Tod seU.-davel<,ment 
Is a' unreliable way -to target student irtenj:. 

Therefore, concepts «e™ e«plor«i the t^t^tlol^'IS'ufrl'rtj'ucHon. 
J^e'^c^t^^: ir^;r,Xa?r 5tt;?%lM«S^»urses » 
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non«pport1oiTOtnt courses. However, several of the smaller colleges, with 
iMdliquati physical eJucation facilities and which make extensive use of 
corawnity and pHvate facilities would have been severely impacted. 
Anothtf* concept was to require students enrolled for fewer than six units 
to pay fees for courses. Such a plan would have discriminated against 
many -students who are working on a part-time basis on certificates or 
degrees and would^have required special legislation. Another concept 
which was explored would have required all students who had already taken 
75 units of college work to pay fees. That plan would also have required 
special legislation and would have been very difficult for colleges to - 
enforce because few coinnunity col lieges require students to present trans- 
scripts of completed college work.. . ' 

These and other concepts will be explored by "the Board of Governors as 
part of its deliberations in developing a contingency plan for students 
fees.' 

A plan to limit the deleted courses to courses which do not transfer to 
four-year colleges was iapractical because it would have resulted in a 
savings far below the required S30 million. Only » few courses offered 
-by conroinity colleges do not transfer to some four-year. college and many 
of those courses are in the remedial area. As such, the plan would have 
discriminated against the educationally disadvantaged. 



Inoluaicn of Traditional Courses 

Because no sure measure of student intent could be included in the pre- 
paration of the deleted course list, and since trans/erability proved to 
be an unsound criterion, and since the jiarainal courses alone would not 
have produced the. required savings, it was necessary to J^clude on the 
list a large number of courses Which have traditionally been offered in 
colleges and universities, which transfer to the four-year "1 eges anj 
whicTare offered by univ.ersities in the other s«9;!nJ^;,°^^P"Slid ^n J^ch 
education in Califo.mia. An anomalous situation has been created in which 

ISe'courses which can r« y^^^-' K^^^'V^'l^^^^^^^ 

in the coiianunity colleaes continue to be °J^Z^cJ^J^^^\^V^^ 

credit in the University of California and the California State umversi 

ties. ■ • ■ . . - • 

Ths Problm of Course Repeti-tion 

A serious problem that has been encountered in the past is "tj^at some 
students taking courses for avocattional 05- recreational purposes have 
enrolled repeatedly in courses such as tennis, jogging, or Pointing Such 
coJ?se Wition may have resulted in unjustifiably high costs to the 
StaS The Board of Governors adopted a standard in its gradinq policy 
regulations In January 1982 to prohibit a ^^"^erTt' s repeating any 
coGrsr^Jr credit except when substandard wor< has been recorded or under 
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special extenuating circumstances. Staff is currently proposing to t*ie 
Board an even raore stringent regulation gpverning when such specially- 
allowtd course repetition will be permitted to generate ADA for State 
support. 

However, these restrictions will not be "taken into account as P^rtof . 
the $30 million mandated savings, since they invoke a measure of student 
intent other than by specifying course titles, and since the district- by- 
district inpact of such a policy change is unknown at this time. 

DaUUon of Raal Esiata Coursgs 

.An example of a traditional program which was included on the list be- 
cause of the small nunfaer of marginal courses is real estate. As adopted 
by the Board of Governors, the deletions include "real estate courses 
except those courses designed to lead to the, sales license. 

The rationale for including real estati courses on the deletion list was 
Sat thi cLunity college traditionally prepare st^^fts for entry level 
occupations. The entry level in the case of real estate is t^e sales 
license, ftomally, the course entitled "Real ^^tate Principles" i the 
course taken in preparation for writing the examination ^oj^tje "^JJ 
license. After obtaining the sales license and entering the eld of 
real estate, some (jeHons seek additional courses to prepare for the 
brokers license. Since the persons who enroll in those a<Witiona courses 
are usually employed in their field, and since the purpose for Joking such 
wurses are upgrading, income enhancement, and personal and professional 
development, it was felt that such courses should be a jee 

basis. , Although similar aiiguments could be advanced Jo'^.^he inclusion 
on -the deletion list of courses in law enforcement and fire science, it 
was felt that because such courses normally do not involve JJ^wo-tiered 
licensing process and they'^hance the public safety they should be 
accorded a higher priority for State funding. j 

It is-impartant to note that ihe Inclusion of Veal estate courses on the 
deletion list will not prevent persons in that field from comp cting 
.reqSSSenil for the broker's license or for additional upgracjing of 
VSfesrional development. They will ^^fve tyay fees, however^^^^^ 
elusion of real estate courses on the list of deleted courses, produced 
' a saving of approximately three "to four million dollars. 

Because some. proportion of real ' estate" students specifically seeking ; 
an Associate deflree or Certificate of Achievement m the field, 3nd de- - 
Irtion Sf mllsute co5«es from the. credit program wil make it impos- 
?b e fSr Jhli to complete their progrims, "tHe'chance lor 's Office plans 
to Spport sSScial lesislation to'allow academic cred t ^^^^^ S'-JJ^^fJ^J,, 
real estate courses thatv^ere shifted this year into ^he wnroumty services 
mode This would be a one-year measure. It is anticipated that longer- 
terS'meS ?es miy be proposii as part of the Poard of governor's fee con- 
tingency plan, which is scheduled for Board action in December, 1982. 
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fim ConMtreeinia , -r'-^ . " ' . 

RBfartnct has teen made oreviously to the severe time constraints imposed 
»I;I^hi BoaJd and the Chancellor's Office by the Legislative mandate to 
S?2c^^ Slangs of $30 mil ti on. The major difficulty was that it wa^s 
?I2Sible to ??hSdule adequate discussion with various groups from the 
flKd iSi wS2ld brSost aSected by th? deletions of cpur^es Six^ , 
moSths iSuld'have been a njore reasonable amount of time in which to 
implement the mandate. 

» '■' 

lack of Current Data- 

Hifficulto/ closelv related to the time constraint was the absence 

fSTm mS4 1983 rSort of cou«. activity but obviously too late 

r^lM^ for reasons already mentioned, dropped a number' of marginal 

njSfaf ns« aS"?irdislHrt ^eJUed 1981-32 activity to .ssure equity 
in treatment among districts. 

Effects Upon the Commin itY Colleges 
The Jkasitm of ihe Coimuniiy Callages 



Of the three broad concepts of comnunity col lege- mission baccaleureate 
transfer education, vocational, 'education, and adult general education - 
cliSly it is thelas't which the Legislature intended to target as of 
loJ public priority. Howev^ar^ because no pi ear measure of student intent 
cMldbt developed and •becJJsJ the mandated S35 million ^gur'J" °" 
thS basis of fiscal exigencies rather ^han.conscious edycationa pob^ 
it was not possible to prevent some incursion into the older, historical 
missions of coraminity colleges. 

On the positive side, transfer of 'a number of fedi.t an>l noncredit courses 
to the comnunity services area will serve to strengthen that 4rea and 
c?eate a better balance between comnunity servi.ces and the credit and 
SS"rtlit instructional program. A secondary effect wtl 1 . be greater 
3n?fSmity in fibw comnunity colleges classify thei r of f en ngs In the 
past scn« courses have been offered var ously ^^^^^^^ """^'^he cSirse 
credit courses, or community services classes. The effect of the course 
dilation list will be 'to require that colleges classify educational 
sSijJit mliter ]n a Sore u^fom manner The l-«9is]t^"^% ".^PJ^"^, 
some concern about the lack o1^ uniformity in commjnity coTlege offeri-ngs. 

Faculty Siaffiiig ■ ' . *^ 

The deletion of credit and noncredit courses will have a significant 
4ffect6^n faculty staffing in the commintty colleges, f some full- 
limrinstructors whose teaching assignments were "J^^^ ^^U 

deleted, other assignments will have to be found. .^^J.^J^^^Jl^l^;^^ 
he «oe^iallv difficult in the areas of physical education, the Tine 
Trts eJonSlics. Some instructors may be require^ to assume 
part al loads in noncredit courses or in comnunity services J^J^ses. in 
cnn« ca5a< it mav be necessary for full-time Instructors to teach only a 
parti^ load bJt! became the'narch IS date for notification of tennina- 
S?on of ^SloymeJt is past, it will be necessary JJ^.^^iif,? i be 
continue the instructor's full-time salary. The greatest impact J^'' °« 
^elfb? part-t?me^nstructor3 who do not frave tenure rights and who can 

terSliSated -if there is" no class ^^^•g'^^fJ^^/iS:-^,?^ Is t^^^^^ 
instructors will experience some loj^ ^^'"^JJ^^.tl^'ljfces ar^ in 
nonnally teach have been transferred to the comnunity services area 
which pay scales are usually considerably below those the creqix 
program. 

♦ 

financial Effects , ■ ' 

Thecc^nity colleges, which have for this year received no g^^^-^i Jf^^ 

wiJfTJSluded on the delettort list. That f *ll /tS^i!rAM 
already hard- pressed to survive fiscally is a matter of serious import. \ 
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Q.^»r#oc* has been made io a reduction In -the number' of part-time instructors 
2hi 1 «^"dJ^^^^ 1982-83 because of the redyction i" the credit 
progran That decrease in the number of part-time ^nploy^t^ ^^il,/^^^^ • 
iS^fSS salary savings. However, for those colleges 0Rer|J>9 ''^iJ^^f ^ ' 
Svllof the wronmint limitation, the sa ary savings ^iT^not of fset. 
thi loss of apportiorment income which would have been generated had the 
classes been taught. 

Another significant problem is that the removal of state support from 
cS?tai^ coG«es will rei;ult in severe dislocations in many colleges and - • 
a! iJiSct rSher. higher priority portions of the college c^jcuj"?- ' 
Most of the courses on the list are lower cost courses. By ranoving low 
cost Sro-grams from a district's funding base, colleges are eft with sub- 
stlntilllj^uced financial resources with which to ^""d higher cost 
p^SSraSs suJTas nursing, dentaV hygiene, computer , techno ogy, jachine- 
intensive vocational programs and other jjrograms with hiqher than average 
Mr sti^ident costs..' iKe ability of districts "to' provide "these high cost, 

K?gh d^nS programs t»as often d^«"4e<l^;P°^^:^J;^=,,^?r J the low' 
averaae. i.e. to use the revenues generated beyond costs in tne low 
cosr??igJai^ tl fund costs which^exceed revenues in/^the high cost 
programs. 

Because fch^ 4eduction in ADA and apportionment ^income will b^ 

^« ^hA«a rniirses moved to^ the fee-supported community services area. 
li aSJtiHa to the system of fee-supported cUsses. 

Summary 

sr,ir;?oSTer.V4^^^^^^^^ 

^;^l^Z{Z. P-n5j development; co^rse, -^-^f-r^S frtdU 

for the course ^l^yyjzt^'r^.^^ total dollar amount of the 

ii:"^-'' f°J,IlLh c^Ws 9S2-83 bale tie total an»unt of the^ 
estS s?vingreffeae? W Ihfimpl mentation of the deletion list 
is currently $29,200,131. 

^^.f* in thp Chancellor's Office is continuing to make mrinor adjustments 
«,°jV.1?Hin^;nrbe''r2ci;i'So .Horl ?„ the course 
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of the next few weeks.' However, if it is not. a secondary procedure 
M be implemented to achieve the,required amount, 

Ihe majaflRtficulties encountered in in^Pl^n'enting the Legislat^^^ 
■daL were theSvery short impl mentation time and the sma 1 number of 
JoS^serwhic^^^^^^ be identified as strictly -avocationaT; ;;«creational . 

State University. 



tlill^^^l'M of fadulty layoffs, especially among part^ 
faculty. 

The process of preparing and applying.a list of courses ^° ^..^f^^nded 

noncredit curricula IS a ^ ^^^^^^J^^.t SSrnfellor have 

expires after June 1983, tn^ Boara or ^^^^ 1983-84- academic year, 
already begun to examine alternatives tor J"^ '3°:? °T process 

the community colleges. 
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APPENDIX A 



5500U CoBWunlty CoT 1 e<|e Educaii onal Program. 

college includes 
courses and activities within the following categories: 

(1) Liberal Arts and' Sciences Education 

^ A SccaTaureate OH en ted/Transfer Programs and Courses 

B. Associate Degree Programs and Courses 
Developmental Programs and Courses 

1. Compensatory Programs and Courses 

2. Adult Elementary and Secondary Basic Skills 

C. Comminity Education Programs and Courses 

1. Personal Development and Survival Courses 
z\ V Parenting ad Family Support Courses 

3. Comnunity and Civic Devel opment Courses 
4-. General and Cultural Courses 

(2) Occupational Education a.r 
A Vocational /Technical Transfer Programs and Courses 

e* vScationaT/Technical Associate Degree and Certificate 

C. cKJ?Sg'Mu™Vocational/Tech Certificate 
Programs and Courses 
ir Coniminity Services (Non-AOA generating) 

(1) Comminity Services CTasses 
A. AvocationaT Classes 

I: Sl'rlrfectlSlerles,. Fon,. Series. V-orkshops, and 

Conferences . , ^ ri,ei.« 

0. Professional and Occupational Inservice Classes 

(2) Conmunity Slices Activities 

A. Civic Center Act Activities 

B. Cultural Activities 

C. Cbnmunity Development Activities 

D. Recreational Activities 
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•appenqix a 

TENTATIVE LIST OF COURSES" TO- BE DELETED 
FROM THE CREDIT AND NONCREDIT PROGRAM 
Credft Courses (6/25/82) 

U Private ptlot's ground sctiool". 

Ham radio constnicffon^ operation^ and licensure. 

3. Conversational fbretgn- language courses which are designed for 
travelers and whidt have no- prerequisites. 

4. Self-helii home saiing, and needlecraft courses (for example, quilting, 
crocheting,, weaving, needlepoint, embroidery).. 

5. Self-help courses In home gardening,, home livestock production, and 
- home maintenance. 

6. SeTf-help courses in personal finance,. personal income tax prepara- 
tioir, atd law for the layman. 

7. Self-help- courses- in consumer maintenance of automobiles, motorcycle, 
W cycles,, recreational vehicles,, and boats, 

8. Self-help courses in pet selection, care, and grooming. 

9. Specialised cooking courses which are not a required part of an 
approved educational program. 

10. The following physical education courses: Far Eastern martial arts, 
yogar scuba and skin diving (unless offered as integral part of a 
inarine science program); camping; backpacking; rock climbing; mountai 
eering; orienteering; ballroom, belly, square, and disco dancing; 
roller and ice skating; flycasting; rafting; soaring and gliding; 
surfacing, windsurfing, and recreational sailing, water ballet; 
horsemanship. 

11. All self-help personal development^ courses. 

12. The following fine arts courses; jewelry, crafts, stained glass, 
calligraphy, stitchery, tole painting, enameling. 

Questionable 

1. International travel/study courses. 

2. Real Estate. ^. ^ ■ l± i i 

3. Jogging,; bicycling, skiing, figure and weight control. 

Moncredi-t courses to.be moved io Cotmiuniiy Services 



1. All lecture and forum sepies. 
Z. All reli censure courses. 



• . APPENDIX C 

LIST OP COURSES TO BE DELETED FROH THF CREDIT PROGRAH. 
(As proposed by staff j , 

1 One se«ester or single quarter conversational foreign language 
cSursS^which have no prerwuisite or which are designed for 
travelers. 

2. Private Pilot's Ground- School - 

3. Ham radio- construction, operation, and licensure. 

4 Self-help home sewing and needlecraft courses* except one intro- 
ductory course in clothing, construction. 

5. Self-heTp- specialized cooking courses* except one introductory 
* course irr cultural foods. 

6; Self-help courses in home gardening; home l^^'f Pr^J^^JIg;!. 
hone, and appliance repair and maintenance; antique and furniture 
repair, refinishing, and upholstering;, and woodworking. 

7. Self-help- courses- in pet selectionr care and grooming. 

a Self-help courses in consumer maintenance of automobiles, motorcycles, 
bicycles, recreational vehicles,, and boats. 

9 Self-help courses in personal fi nance* , personal i"Con« "^jx pre- 
paration. law for the layman, and real estate for the consumer. 

10 Self-help personal development courses except for orientation to 
college, career planning, study skills, and group assessment of 
academic preparation, aptitudes, and interests. 

■ n The following physical education courses: bicycling. Far Eastern 
martia arts! yoga; jazzercise; scuba* and skin d ving*; camping. 
Sacking! rbckc imfaing, mountaineering, and orienteer ng; bal - 
!2Sm he 7? souare. ethnic, tap, and disco dancing; roller and ce 
sk??ing fi;crsSJ? raVting; scaring a..d gliding; surfing and wmd- 
sSJfillg; re^^lationil sailing; water ballet; and horsemanship. 

12 The folTowing fine arts, courses: jewelry* and ^^Pi^^n^j Crafts*; 
Itiin^ alass- calligraphy*; tole painting; enameling; intaglio . . 

Significant classroom work or academic content. 

13. Reli censure courses. 

14. International study/travel courses. 

15. Avocational photography. 
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APPENDIX 0. 
Board Changes to Staff List 



LIST ITEM 
1. 



4 & 5. 



T2. 

(13. 
17. 



CHANGE 

The wonl "one- wcis changed to "single" and "single*: was 
-inserted between- "or* and "quarter'^ for purposes of 
cTariflcatiort. 

An asterisk C*^ was added to this item ta aTTow for such 
Su«ertrbi Offered according to the conditions listed on 
page 



"A single" is sub^ituted for the word- "one'* in, both 
sentences for purposes of clarification. 

The folTowtn? P.E. courses are agdg: j°9ging.^Jg"^ 
and weight controU archery, baiinn&n; and an asterisk 
(1) I« added tathe word "ethniC^ to allov^.such courses 
io b^ffSed- according. to the conditions listed on 
page A-?- 

Th- wortt "Crafts'^is capitalized (for clarification) 
lis «^teHskCH added to it. and to the word, "intaglm," 
tS^anoS^^sSS. coirie? S be offered according to the cond^. 
tions listed on- page A-Z. 

Previously numberedsltan 13, "relicensure courses" was dropped 
from the list.) 

The item was modified to read "...courses designed to 
lead t^ the sales license" rather than "required" for 
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COLLEGE: 



APPENDIX E 

CALIFORNIA COeHUHITV COLLEGES 
CHANCELLOR'S OFFfCE 

List of Courses to be Deleted by Crteqory 

CpHTACT PERSON: . 



-TiDigrr 

T.O.P. 



1 

I 



I 



Course Title 



Noncredit 



Stltk 
Identifier 



Reported ADA 
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APPENDIX B 



I TST OF COUBSES TO BE DELETED F aOM THE CREDIT PROGRAM 

1 5inale semester or single quarter conversational foreign language 
cJS?les Stch'Save no Jrer'equisiie or which are designed for 
travelers. " - 

2. Private Pilot's Ground School*. 



3. Ham radio construction, operation, and licensure. 

4 self-help home sewing and needlecraft courses* except a single intro- 
ductory course in clothing construction. 

5. Self-help specialized cooking courses* except a single introductory 
course in cultural foods. 

6 Self-help courses in home gardening; home livcstocic ?'^o6uctioni 
h^e and appliance repair and maintenance; antique and furniture 
r^air. rSinishing. and upholstering; and woodworking. 

7. Self-help courses in pet selection, care and grooming. 

8 Self-help courses in consumer maintenance of automobiles, motorcycles, 
bicycles, recreational vehicles, and boats. 

academic preparation, aptitudes, and interests. 
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^rtir^^is^ ^^^^^^ ^^^^.^ 

Snq mcasJin?: raf? ng Toaring and gliding; surfing and wind- 

rf ng! recre ^ oSal sail in ; water ballet; and horsemanship - 
ADDED: jogging, figure and weight control .archery, and badminton. 

Th» fnllnwina fine arts courses: jewelry* and lapidary; Crafts*; 
IJ!,-Ipi SlIsL calligraphy*; tole painting; enameling; intaglio*; 

significant classroom work or academic content. 

13. International study/ travel courses. 

14, Avocational photography. 
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.15. Courses related to specific avocatio'ns such as stamp or coin col- 
lecting. 

16. Genealogy. 

17. Re^il estate courses except those courses designed to lead to the 
sales license. 

♦Courses marked with an asterisk may continue to be offered if they are a 
required, part of an approved educational program and after approval ot^ 
petition by Chancellor's Office. 

_ ^ _ _ 

COURSES TO BE DELETED FROM THE NONCREDIT PROGRAM 

1. Lecture and forum series except those designed specifically for older 
adults. 

2. pie-l-icensure courses. 
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